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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims fail to provide a 
tangible result, and there must be a practical application, by either 

1) transforming (physical thing) or 

2) by having the FINAL RESULT (not the steps) achieve or produce 

• a useful (specific, substantial, AND credible), 

• concrete (substantially repeatable/non-unpredictable), AND 

• tangible (real world/non-abstract) result. 

A claim that is so broad that it reads on both statutory and non-statutory subject 
matter must be amended. If the specification discloses a practical application but the 
claim is broader than the disclosure such that it does not require the practical 
application, then the claim must be amended. A claim that recites a computer that 
solely calculates a mathematical formula is not statutory. 

In the present case, claim 20 is directed to a computer program product per se. 
Such, in and of itself, is not believed to be directed to a practical application which 
produces a useful, concrete and tangible result. While the practical application does not 
necessarily need to be recited in the claims, the claims in this instance appear to be 
directed to a process too preliminary to convey any practical application to one of 
ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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The courts have also held that a claim may not preempt ideas, laws of nature or 
natural phenomena. The concern over preemption was expressed as early as 1852. 
See Le Roy v. Tatham , 55 U.S. (14 How.) 156, 175 (1852) ("A principle, in the abstract, 
is a fundamental truth; an original cause; a motive; these cannot be patented, as no one 
can claim in either of them an exclusive right."); Funk Bros. Seed Co. v. Kalo Inoculant 
Co. . 333 U.S. 127, 132, 76 USPQ 280, 282 (1948). 

Accordingly, one may not patent every "substantial practical application" of an idea, law 
of nature or natural phenomena because such a patent "in practical effect would be a 
patent on the [idea, law of nature or natural phenomena] itself." "Here the "process" 
claim is so abstract and sweeping as to cover both known and unknown uses of the 
BCD to pure-binary conversion. The end use may (1) vary from the operation of a train 
to verification of drivers' licenses to researching the law books for precedents and (2) be 
performed through any existing machinery or future-devised machinery or without any 
apparatus." Gottschalk v. Benson . 409 U.S. 63, 71-72, 175 USPQ 673, 676 (1972). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Li et al (US 7,035,435 B2). 
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For claim 1 , Li et al teach A method for automatically generating a multi-level 
video summary (e.g. column 2, lines 26-35, column 3, lines 26-41, also figure 2 shows 
the video sequence is summarize in the levels of scenes, shots and frames), 
comprising: 

• automatically dividing a video file into video segments using 
segmenting criteria (e.g. column 4, lines 5-20, and line 60-67, length, 
activity level, number of component shots contain in the scene and 
camera motion are consider to be segmenting criteria for scenes and 
shots); 

• automatically generating at least one summary level including video 
segments from the video file, the video segments in each summary 
level selected using selection criteria (e.g. figure 1a shows the scene 
level and shot level of the video sequence); and 

• automatically generating navigational links between video segments in 
the summary levels, the navigational links connecting video segments 
containing related material (e.g. scenes and shots are considered to 
be segments in the scene and shot level, respectively, wherein the the 
links between scenes and shots in figure 1a are considered to be 
navigational links, for example, the link between scene 1 and shot 1). 



Claim 19 and 20 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 1 

above. 
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For claim 2, Li et al teach automatically determining the length of each summary 
level (e.g. column 4, lines 5-20, and line 60-67, scene length and shot length are 
determined in terms of the number of frames). 

For claim 3, Li et al teach automatically grouping video segments in a summary 
level into a video composite, the video composite including at least two video segments 
in the summary level (e.g. column 3, lines 26-41 , a scene 22 is composed of a set of 
semantically related shots 24. a scene is considered to be the video composite). 

For claim 4, Li et al teach providing a user interface whereby a user can view the 
multi-level video summary, the user interface allowing the user to navigate between 
summary levels using the navigational links (e.g. column 3, lines 41-65, also see 
column 10, line 54- column 11, line 15, and figure 15, User interface 106, user 
navigates along the hierarchical, scene-shot-frame video tree). 

For claim 5, Li et al teach automatically generating at least two summary levels 
further includes generating summary levels each having a different level of detail for 
related video segments (e.g. column 3, lines 41-65, the scene and shot levels have 
different detail). 

For claim 6, Li et al teach automatically determining the number of summary 
levels to generate (e.g. column 2, lines 26-35, the system determined scenes, shots and 
frames as shown in figure 1a, wherein the number of summary levels are fixed to be 3). 

For claim 7, Li et al teach automatically determining which navigational links to 
generate (e.g. figure 1a shows the links of scene-shot-frame, column 10, line 54- 
column 1 1 , line 3). 
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For claim 8, Li et al teach providing at least one algorithm to be used in 
generating a multi-level video summary (e.g. column 4, lines 28-58, algorithm for 
computing scene importance). 

For claim 10, Li et al teach providing the ability for an author to refine an 
automatically-generated multi-level video summary (e.g. column 11, lines 18-26, creat 
more key frames when user requests more detail look at the video content). 

For claim 17, Li et al teach each summary level includes a different number of 
video segments (e.g. figure 1a, the number of shorts are more than the number of 
scenes when going down the tree because each scene links to m number of shots). 

For claim 16, Li et al teach the video segments in each summary level are in 
chronological order as the video segments appear in the video file (e.g. figure 1a, the 
video sequence 20 is summarized by hierarchical, scene-shot-frame structure shown in 
figure 1a, wherein, scenes are number in a chronological order as 1, 2, 3...N, and the 
shorts are number in a chronological order as 1,2,3...M). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 13, 14, 15, and 18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Li et al (US 7,035,435 B2) as applied to claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19 
and 20 above, and further in view of Bhagavath et al (US 6,829,781 B1 ). 
See the teaching of Li et al above. 

For claims 13 and 15, Li et al fail to specify each navigational link includes a 
source anchor in one summary level, a destination anchor in another summary level, 
and at least one return behavior. Bhagavath et al teach each navigational link includes a 
source anchor in one summary level, a destination anchor in another summary level, 
and at least one return behavior (e.g. column 4, lines 26-35, figure 5, summary segment 
505 is considered to be the source anchor, and program segment 515 is considered to 
be the destination anchor in a different level, return to the next summary segment 506 
automatically when the program segment 515 is completed). It would have been 
obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Bhagavath et al into the teaching of Bhagavath et al to increase the 
speed of video browsing since Bhagavath et al suggest delimiting the beginning and 
ending of segments in both programming and summary channels (Bhagavath et al, 
column 2, lines 36-55). 

For claim 14, Bhagavath et al teach each navigational link further includes a label 
(e.g. column 3, lines 10-20, summary-segment linkage marks). 

For claim 18, Bhagavath et al teach the return behavior includes a return position 
selected from the group consisting of the beginning of a video segment, the point in a 
video segment at which a navigational link is followed, and the end of a video segment 
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(e.g. column'4, lines 26-37, returning to the beginning of the next summary segment 
506 after the operation of the previous segment 505 is done). 

4. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Li et al 
(US 7,035,435 B2) as applied to claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19 and 20 
above. 

See the teaching of Li et al above. 

For claim 9, Li et al teach the selection criteria includes criteria selected from the 
group consisting of goodness (e.g. figure 2, zooming in and zooming out), smoothness 
of camera operation (e.g. figure 2, Right panning, left panning, up tilting and down 
tilting), amount of camera motion (e.g. column 4, lines 60-67, the activity level of the 
shot). However, Li et al fail to teach location in the video, and lighting level. The 
examiner takes official notice of the location in the video and the lighting level since they 
are well known in the art. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the location in the video and the lighting 
level as the criteria selection into the teaching of Li et al when summarizing the video to 
easily identify a frame that represents the characteristic of the segment the most. 

5. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Li et al 
(US 7,035,435 B2) as applied to claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19 and 20 
above. 

See the teaching of Li et al above. 
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For claim 11, Li et al fail to specify including the first and last video segment from 
the video file in the summary levels. The examiner takes official notice of including the 
first and last video segment from the video file in the summary levels since it is well 
known in the art. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the first and last video segment from the video 
file in the summary levels into the teaching of Li et al to present the interesting part of 
the video to the user and increase the probability of user attempting to keep watching 
the video. 

6. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Li et al 
(US 7,035,435 B2) as applied to claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 17, 19 and 20 
above. 

See the teaching of Li et al above. 

For claim 12, Li et al fail to specify ensuring that the selection of video segments 
includes video segments distributed throughout the video file. The examiner takes 
official notice for ensuring that the selection of video segments includes video segments 
distributed throughout the video file since it is well known in the art. It would have been 
obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
ensuring that the selection of video segments includes video segments distributed 
throughout the video file into the teaching of Li et al to present many interesting part of 
the video to the user and increase the probability of user attempting to keep watching 
the video. 
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Conclusion 



7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Seol et al (US 6,792,163 B2); Lee et al (US 7,127,735 B1); Wu et 
al (US 7,047,494 B2); Kim et al (US 7, 181,757 B1); Ratakonda (US 5,995,095). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daquan Zhao whose telephone number is (571 ) 270- 
1119. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Fri. 7:30 -5, alt Fri. off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tran Thai Q, can be reached on (571 )272-7382. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Daquan Zhao 




